Researchers for decades have believed that trust increases performance, but empirical evidence of this has been sparse. This study investigates the relationship between an employee's trust in the plant manager and in the top management team with the employee's in-role performance and organizational citizenship behaviors (OCB). Results support a fully mediated model in which trust in both management referents was positively related to focus of attention, which, in turn, was positively related to performance. The results raise questions about appropriate levels of analysis for outcome variables.
Trust is mandatory for optimization of a system.... Without trust, each component will protect its
own immediate interests to its own long-term detriment, and to the detriment of the entire system.
-W. Edwards Deming (1994) Over three decades ago, Argyris (1964) proposed that trust in management is important for organizational performance. Recognition of the importance of trust in organizational relationships has grown rapidly in recent years, evidenced by a large number of publications on the topic addressing both academic and practitioner audiences (e.g., Annison & Wilford, 1998; Fukuyama, 1995; Mishra, 1996; Shaw, 1997) . In spite of this interest, difficulties in defining and operationalizing trust have hampered the empirical study of its relationship with performance.
Argyris' theorizing and the quote by Deming above are intuitively appealing. However, little empirical evidence in support of these assertions has been published.
Although some research has investigated how trust affects group performance (e.g., Dirks, 1999; Dirks, in press) and the performance of interorganizational relationships (e.g., Zaheer, McEvily, & Perrone, 1998) , little has been done to establish how trust affects individual employee job performance. One notable exception is the work of Robinson (1996) , who found that trust in the employer mediated the relationship between psychological contract breach and self-reported performance. Examination of the process through which trust affected performance was beyond the scope of that research. Thus, the main purpose of the present study is to consider the relationship between trust in management and individual performance.
Defining Trust
There have been a number of attempts to define trust in the organizational literature. In a recent attempt to integrate the important components of various approaches to trust, Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman (1995) proposed that trust be defined as the willingness to be vulnerable to another party when that party cannot be controlled or monitored. A key component of trust is its relationship with risk (Deutsch, 1958; Giffin, 1967; Riker, 1974) . This definition explicitly recognizes the relationship between trust and risk, since risk is inherent in vulnerability. Mayer et al.'s (1995) model explicitly separates trust from both its antecedents and its outcomes. The theory explains that the perceptions of a trustee's characteristics that make that party trustworthy affect the actual level of trust in that trustee. Their theory proposes that perceived trustworthiness is comprised of three factors: ability, benevolence, and integrity.
Ability is the perception that the trustee has skills and competencies in the domain of interest.
Benevolence is the trustor's (i.e., trusting party's) perception that the trustee cares about the trustor's well being. Integrity is the perception that the trustee adheres to a set of principles that the trustor finds acceptable. In related research, Currall (1992) found that semantic differential measures of benevolence and ability were predictive of trust and of expectations of trustworthy behavior. Thus, we offer the following hypothesis:
H1: The level of trust in a trustee will be affected by the trustor's perceptions of the trustee's ability, benevolence, and integrity. Mayer et al. (1995) proposed that the outcome of trust is the trustor's risk-taking in the relationship with the trustee. A greater level of trust will lead to more actual risk-taking behaviors on the part of the trustor. Here, rather than being willing to be vulnerable, the trustor's behaviors actually allow vulnerability to the trustee.
Using this conceptualization of trust in a three-year study of a restaurant chain, Davis, Schoorman, Mayer, and Tan (2000) investigated the relationship between employees' level of trust in the facility's general manager and several measures of organizational effectiveness. They found that the restaurants in which the general manager garnered a higher level of trust from the workforce had significantly higher sales and higher net profits. They also found some evidence that units with more trusted managers had lower rates of employee turnover, a variable important to long-term profitability.
While the Davis et al. (2000) study suggests that trust in management contributes to higher levels of organizational performance, it did not delve into the mechanisms by which it does so. Davis et al. suggested that trust might lead employees to engage in a higher level of organizational citizenship behaviors (OCB). They suggested that when employees engage in more helping behaviors, customers' needs are met more effectively. They reasoned that this would contribute to higher restaurant performance. However, they did not empirically test this proposed linkage. Thus, the purpose of this study is to examine both theoretically and empirically the relationship between trust in management and employee performance-related behaviors.
Sources of Vulnerability
The preceding section described the definition of trust adopted in this paper as a willingness to be vulnerable to another party. In order to understand the relationship between trust in management and employee performance, it is important to consider how employees can be vulnerable to management, and how vulnerability relates to performance. Vulnerability can derive from a number of sources. It is important to recognize that an employee can become vulnerable both through active behavior and through passive behavior, or by opting not to engage in self-protective behavior. For instance, sharing information with a manager that is potentially damaging to the employee is an example of an active behavior that actually puts the employee at risk. If the manager uses the information, either intentionally or unintentionally, in a way that damages the employee's interests, the outcome for the employee is negative. Mayer et al. (1995) propose that such negative outcomes will lead the employee to reevaluate the manager's trustworthiness, and subsequently be less willing to be vulnerable to the manager at a later point in time.
Sharing sensitive information is one example of an active behavior that puts the employee at risk. However, not all behavior that puts the employee at risk is active. For example, monitoring a manager who has a significant impact on an employee's important outcomes is a means of reducing the risk associated with the manager's influence over the outcomes. If the manager begins to take actions that could damage the employee's interests, by closely monitoring, the employee can more quickly take action to lessen the negative effects of the manager's influence. Another related action which is more active and which reduces the employee's risk is taking actions to "cover one's back." If an employee is unwilling to be vulnerable to a given member of management (i.e., by definition lacks trust in the manager), the employee will proactively attempt to gather information and present an image to influential others in the organization that the employee's actions are justified and that his or her performance is satisfactory. By doing so, the individual reduces the negative impact the particular manager can have on the employee's interests. Conversely, trust (for the manager) in this case would lead to vulnerability from the employee's choice not to engage in such self-protective actions. Thus, trust can be manifested in both active behaviors such as sharing sensitive information and in passive behaviors, or the lack of engaging in self-protective behaviors.
Both the active and passive types of vulnerability described above can be expected to impact the contribution the employee makes to the functioning of the organization. For example, when an employee shares sensitive information about work-related difficulties with a manager which allows the manager to give the employee specific developmental feedback, the result is that the manager can aid the employee's performance improvement. The quality and the potential impact of the manager's feedback are directly related to how specific the information is which the employee shares. Alternatively, passive vulnerability can be expected to impact performance. If the employee chooses not to engage in actively monitoring the manager, the employee has more time available for work performance.
This section has described the relationship between an employee's willingness to be vulnerable and performance. In sum, through both active and passive behaviors, employees who are willing to be vulnerable to management tend to contribute more to the functioning of the organization. We turn nexty to a more precise consideratio n of the trust-performance linkage.
In the following section, the effect of the employee's focus of attention in this linkage is considered.
Focus of Attention
Employees who trust management should be able to focus greater attention toward adding value to the organization. If an employee is unconcerned about being vulnerable to management, the employee's active and passive behaviors will be more likely to promote organizational performance. As illustrated below, several earlier authors have suggested the importance of focus of attention on various aspects of performance.
The work of Locke and others (e.g., Locke and Latham, 1990 ) on goal-setting theory underscores the importance of focus. Goal-setting theory suggests that goals improve performance in part because they increase persistence at the task, and help the individual to select the issues to which attention should be paid. The theory suggests that this improves performance because the individual is able to focus attention and energy toward the issues that matter most to the task. The same general logic applies to the relationship between trust and performance. The employee's level of trust in the manager will enable the employee to outperform a less-trusting employee. While goals tend to direct the focus of attention to performance-relevant activities, trust facilitates the focus of attention on such activities by helping liberate the employee from distracting forces.
Similarly, George and Brief (1996) recently pointed out the importance of focus of attention for an employee's motivation. They suggested that a person is involved in multiple roles in his or her life. The person is only performing at his or her full work-related capacity when his/her attention is focused on the specific work role rather than splitting attention with other roles, such as being a parent. Katz, Kochan, and Weber (1985) came to a similar conclusion about focus of attention in their consideration of industrial relations. Dealing with formal conflict resolution processes such as grievances and disciplinary actions takes a considerable amount of time and resources. "To the extent that management and unions devote time and effort to these formal adversarial procedures, they limit resources available for training, problem solving, communications, and other activities linked to productivity, human resource management, or organizational development" (p. 511).
They call this a displacement effect, referring to the fact that adversarial procedures displace the focus of attention from activities that improve the organization's effectiveness.
It seems reasonable to assume that multiple levels of management ought to affect an employee's ability to focus on getting the work done. Managers who are in direct contact with the employee are important to their focus because their operational and tactical decisions greatly affect the employee's daily life. Time and energy spent by an employee either attempting to monitor the manager's actions or worrying about their actions distract the employee's attention from the work that needs done. In addition to managers in direct contact with the employees, those in top management make strategic decisions that affect the overall culture and success of the organization. They are also responsible for decisions about what to communicate to employees concerning the company's financial position, impending strategic decisions and moves, and policy changes about such things as monetary raises, changes in benefit packages and personnel policies. Thus, a lack of trust in top management would likely leave employees spending time and mental energy speculating about their futures in the company or the future of the company itself. Conversely, trust in top management should help allow employees to focus instead on the work that needs done, rather than worrying about such issues as the viability of their future employment with the company.
This line of reasoning suggests that trust in various levels of management affects an employee's ability to focus attention on activities that add value to the organization. Some of these activities would be reflected in formal performance evaluations, and some would contribute to the organization in ways that go beyond specified in-role performance expectations. For example, Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, and Fetter (1990) provide some evidence that trust is related to OCB.
Taken as a whole, we believe that the literature reviewed above supports the following three hypotheses concerning the relationship among trust, focus, and performance: Taken together, this study's hypotheses lead to the theoretical model presented in Figure 1 .
Sample and Procedure
This study was conducted in a small nonunion manufacturing firm headquartered in the Midwestern U.S. that produces tools used by other manufacturers. The organization consists of eight manufacturing plants and a corporate headquarters, with 333 total employees.
All of the employees in the company were offered the opportunity to participate in the study by completing a survey.
In three plants that were located in close proximity to corporate headquarters, employees were given time away from their regular duties to complete the survey in the presence of one of the researchers. The remaining five production plants were geographically dispersed across the US to be in proximity to the relevant customer bases. In these plants, the employees were offered the opportunity to participate in the study via a survey that was mailed directly to their homes.
The cover letter provided a description of the amount of time likely needed to fill out the survey as well as a description of the feedback procedure. Employees were also given the address and phone number of the research team in the cover letter and were encouraged to make contact if they had concerns about confidentiality or the process. A stamped, pre-addressed envelope was also included for returning the survey directly to the research team. Two weeks after the employees received the survey in the mail, a reminder notice was sent to those employees who had not returned their surveys urging them to do so. 288 surveys were returned, for an overall company response rate of 86.2%. 100 of the 138 employees in the remote plants returned surveys for a response rate of 72.5%. The mean age of respondents was 37.3 years, and their average organizational tenure was 7.4 years.
To reduce concerns with single-source method bias, the outcome measures for this study were collected from the employees' supervisors. Three months after the employee survey was conducted, supervisors received a brief survey for each employee as described below. Inclusion of a respondent in the final data set thus required that an employee returned his/her completed survey and that the employee's supervisor provided ratings on the outcome variables for the employee. Of the 288 initial respondents, matched data were available for 247 employees who subsequently comprised the final sample (85.1% of initial respondents).
Measures
Based on the model of organizational trust described earlier in this paper, we measured trust and the three factors of trustworthiness. Each employee responded twice to versions of these four scales: once in reference to trust in the employee's plant manager (PM), and once in reference to trust in the top management team (TMT). The items were altered slightly to reflect the two trust referents.
The three scales measuring the factors of trustworthiness from Mayer and Davis (1999) were utilized in this study. Thus, six-item scales measured the perceived ability and integrity of the trustee. The perception of the trustee's benevolence was measured with a five-item scale.
Cronbach's alphas for these three scales were .91, .89, and .92 respectively for the PM and .89, .85, and .87 for the TMT.
The four-item measure of trust utilized by Schoorman, Mayer, and Davis (1995) and Mayer and Davis (1999) Six items that comprised the measure of focus were generated based on comments made in the employee focus groups. The items measure the extent to which the respondent feels able to focus attention on the work that needs to be done. Examples of the items are "The work climate here allows me to focus on doing my job" and "In this company, you need to make sure you 'cover your backside'" (reverse scored). All of the trust and focus items were in five-point Likert-type format, with scale anchors from "strongly disagree" to "strongly agree" accompanying each scale point As mentioned previously, data were collected from the supervisors to measure the performance-related outcomes. Supervisors rated employees on three performance dimensions.
First, employees were rated on a seven-item measure of in-role performance taken from Williams and Anderson (1991) . One item from the in-role performance measure (i.e., "Engages in activities that will directly affect his/her performance evaluation") was dropped because it conceptually overlapped with focus, thereby resulting in a six-item measure of in-role performance. Also, Williams and Anderson's (1991) scales were utilized to measure OCB directed toward specific individuals such as coworkers and supervisors (OCBI; 7 items) and OCB directed toward the organization as a whole (OCBO; 6 items). Each of the in-role, OCBI, and OCBO items used response categories ranging from "never" (1) to "very often" (5), with higher scores representing more frequent displays of the performance behaviors. Cronbach's alpha was .91, .82, and .67 for the in-role performance, OCBI, and OCBO scales, respectively.
RESULTS
Means, standard deviations, Cronbach alphas, and intercorrelations of the variables can be found in Table 1 . All of the significant correlations were in the expected directions.
Consistent with the hypotheses, the trustworthiness factors were all significantly correlated with trust in the corresponding referent. Using the five-item measures of trust described below, the correlations between trust and the three antecedents ranged from .72 to .76 for the PM and .62 to .71 for the TMT. These results support Hypothesis 1. Also, trust in each referent, specifically the PM and the TMT, was significantly correlated with focus (r=.35 and .24 respectively). These results support Hypothesis 2. Lastly, consistent with Hypothesis 3, focus was significantly correlated with both the employee's OCBI and OCBO (r=.15 and .19 respectively), although not with in-role performance. Table 1 about here
Exploratory factor analysis of the six focus items using principal factors extraction yielded a single-factor solution. All factor loadings exceeded .55 and the single factor accounted for 47% of the variance. Cronbach's alpha for the focus scale was .77.
An exploratory factor analysis was conducted on the items relating to trust in the TMT.
The factor analysis used an oblique rotation and extracted two factors. Five of the items loaded on each factor. Examination of the pattern of loadings revealed that the first factor was comprised of the four original items from Schoorman et al. (1996) and Mayer and Davis (1999) plus one additional item. These items tended to reflect a "generic" willingness to take risk in that they described a willingness to be vulnerable without describing specific behavi (e.g., I would be willing to let my PM have complete control over my future in this company). The second factor tended to include items that proposed a willingness to engage in more specific risk-taking behaviors, often related to communication with the trust referent (e.g, I would tell my PM about mistakes I've made on the job, even if they could damage my reputation). The generic trust items demonstrated a pattern of consistently higher correlations with other variables in the study.
This procedure was repeated on the PM data with very similar results (the final item had small loadings on both factors, and was assigned to the "specific" factor based on both consistency with the TMT analyses and the specificity of its behavioral referent). Based on this external validity evidence with the other variables in the nomological net, we decided to initially use the five-item measure for the analyses. Cronbach's alphas for the ten item scales were .82 and .76 for PM trust and TMT trust respectively. Alphas for the five-item generic trust scales were .81 and .72, respectively.
Model Testing
The hypothesized model shown in Figure 1 was tested using structural equation modeling with the LISREL 8.30 software package (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993) . Each of the constructs was modeled as a latent variable with a single indicator. The single indicators were formed as scale scores and reliability information was used to fix the measurement model. Thus, the specified model consisted of twelve latent variables and twelve indicators. Also, while not depicted in Figure 1 , the six exogenous latent variables (i.e., the trustworthiness factors for the PM and TMT) were allowed to intercorrelate.
Overall model fit was assessed using the Comparative Fit Index (CFI: Bentler, 1990 ) and the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA: Browne & Cudek, 1993; Steiger & Lind, 1980) . The CFI ranges from 0 to 1.0, with values of .90 and higher indicating good overall fit.
For the RMSEA, values of .08 and lower are viewed as indicating acceptable fit. With regard to conventional criteria, the overall fit of the hypothesized model was below acceptable levels although the CFI was reasonably close (χ2 = 280.39 with 40 df, p < .01; CFI = .86; RMSEA = .16). However, it is worth noting the nearly all of the paths were significant and in the hypothesized direction. Specifically, consistent with Hypothesis 1, the paths relating perceived ability and integrity of both the PM and of the TMT to trust in the respective referents were positive and significant. Also, the paths relating trust in both the PM and in the TMT to focus were both positive and significant. This provides further support for Hypothesis 2. The paths from focus to each of in-role performance, OCBI and OCBO were also significant, as predicted in Hypothesis 3. In fact, the only hypothesized paths that were not significant in this model were the two relating perceived benevolence of the PM and of the TMT to trust in the respective referent. The fact that the perceived benevolence of both the PM and the TMT were unrelated to trust in the respective referent is very likely due to multicollinearity among the trustworthiness factors, which ranged from .65 to .80 for the PM and .55 to .78 for the TMT.
In assessing potential sources of misfit for the above model, we first examined the zeroorder correlations to see if there were any potential relationships for which we were not accounting in our specified model. One concern arose with the interrelationships among the performance outcomes, which have substantial zero-order correlations ranging from .42 to .62.
The magnitudes of these correlations suggest that not accounting for the relationship among the performance outcomes might be causing misfit in the model. Subsequent examination of the modification indices for the hypothesized model confirmed this, with large modification indices generated for all interrelationships among the performance outcomes.
We took this evidence to suggest that performance might be better conceptualized in this study as a single construct, with each of the three components representing different facets of overall performance. Several arguments support this approach. First, as mentioned above, the zero-order correlations and modification indices suggest that, at least as far as supervisors in this sample are concerned, the different performance components are not entirely separable. That is, it appears that supervisors might have had some difficulty in differentiating among the three performance constructs. This line of reasoning is consistent with the findings of Morrison (1994) , who found that the line between in-role and extra-role performance (i.e., OCBs) is not necessarily clear. Supervisors in this study may well have experienced such ambiguity, since they are ultimately interested only in the performance necessary for their units and for the company-and that performance can take many forms in different situations. Second, our primary goal in this study was linking trust to performance and investigating the role of focus in the process. By viewing the different performance components simply as indicators of a more global performance construct, we could still accomplish this goal without altering the conceptual underpinnings of the original model. Thus, based upon the above empirical evidence and conceptual arguments, we chose to collapse the three performance outcomes into a single performance construct for subsequent model testing. Having achieved acceptable fit, we next compared this model to one other before examining individual parameter estimates. Specifically, since the hypothesized model posits full mediation of the effects of trust on performance through focus, we specified a partially mediated model that adds the two direct effects of trust in the PM and in the TMT on performance. As expected, this model also achieved an acceptable fit (χ 2 = 103.12 with 37 df, p < .01; CFI = .96; RMSEA = .08). However, the difference between the two models was not significant (χ 2 difference = 2.64 with 2 df). These results favor the more parsimonious fully mediated model as originally specified. Additionally, neither of the added paths for the effects of trust in the PM and in the TMT on overall performance was significant. Subsequently, the fully mediated model was retained, providing omnibus support for Hypothesis 4.
The estimates for the individual parameters of the fully mediated model can be found in Figure 2 . The parameter estimates are supportive of nearly all of the hypotheses. Specifically, the paths relating perceived ability and integrity of the PM and of the TMT to trust in the respective referent were significant and positive (i.e., Hypothesis 1). Also, the two paths relating trust in the PM and in the TMT to focus were significant and positive (i.e., Hypothesis 2), as was the path from focus to overall performance (i.e., Hypothesis 3). Along with the non-significant chi-square difference test between the fully and partially mediated models, the parameter estimates supporting Hypotheses 2 and 3 provide support for Hypothesis 4, as does the fact that the indirect effects of trust in both referents on performance were significant in the LISREL output. As was the case in the original model, the only paths that were not significant are the two relating perceived benevolence of the PM and the TMT to trust in the respective referent. Again, this is likely due to a multicollinearity problem among the trustworthiness factors.
For reasons discussed previously, the above models were all run using the five-item measure of generic trust. As part of the examination of the full ten-item measure, we replicated the complete model testing sequence described above using the ten-item measures of trust in the PM and in the TMT. While the specific values for the fit indices and parameter estimates were slightly different, the results were identical in terms of model comparisons and patterns of significance for the individual parameter estimates.
DISCUSSION
While trust has long been assumed to relate to performance in organizations, the means through which it has its effect have been less clear. This study provides empirical support for our assertion that trust in management allows employees to focus on the tasks which need done to add value to the organization. The modeling results in this study indicate that the relationship between trust in the two levels of management and a multifaceted treatment of performance was mediated by employees' perceived ability to focus attention on value-adding activities.
One of the strengths of this study was that the data were collected from both the employees and their supervisors, thereby eliminating any concern with common method variance. The longitudinal nature of this study was also a methodological strength. The outcome data were collected three months after the employee data, which allowed their attitudes toward management and their work environment to be reflected in the measures of their performance.
Despite its strengths, no study is without limitations. The setting for this study was a small, nonunion company. Employees may make attributions of trust and trustworthiness somewhat differently than in a large corporation. The focal company in this study lacked objective measures of individual performance, which would have been valuable for the present purposes.
While trust in management was not directly correlated with in-role performance, this study offers evidence that trust does affect performance. Trust in specific managerial referents appears to contribute to a more generalized construct in focus of attention. A number of factors are likely to affect an employee's ability to focus attention on work that needs to be done, as evidenced by the work on goal setting theory and other more recent work on motivation discussed earlier in this paper. On a more macro level, organizational mission statements and other such documents are intended to motivate employees by getting them to see the "big picture" and to contribute to the organization in ways which may or may not be deemed part of their role. The results of this study suggest that a lack of trust in management may undermine management's attempts to direct employees' attention at accomplishing outcomes important to the organization, particularly when the necessary behaviors fall outside the employees' specified roles. Job myopia seems to be a greater threat among employees who do not trust management.
The modeling results from the current study provide evidence that focus of attention may play an important role in a process through which trust in management influences performance.
The current results suggest that increments in performance may be at both the individual and organizational levels. The current study provides evidence that employees who are more willing to be vulnerable to management are more able to focus their attention on activities that add value for the organization, and that this focus of attention in turn contributes to both their in-role and extra-role contributions to the organization. Morrison's (1994) work suggests that the demarcation between in-role and extra-role performance may not be as clear as is commonly assumed. It is possible that any ambiguity between the two may have attenuated the trust to inrole performance relationship found in the current study. It is important to bear in mind,
however, that both in-role performance and OCB affect the performance of the business unit and the organization. Whether contributions are attributed to in-role performance or to OCB by the supervisors, trust in management appears to have positively affected employee behaviors that contribute to organizational performance.
The current study provides evidence that trust in management allows employees to focus more attention on value-producing activities, which contributes to performance. Since both inrole performance and OCB affect business unit and organizational performance, the results of the current study raise the possibility that in order to reliably detect a relationship between trust in management and performance, there is a need to also assess performance at a higher level of analysis such as a department or organization level. It is possible that the dearth of published evidence that trust in management affects individual performance might be due in part to problems with measuring in-role performance, and also to the fact that trust in management apparently allows employees to focus on the work that needs done irrespective of whether that work falls within the strict definition of the employee's role. Such contributions increase organizational performance, irrespective of whether or not measures of individual in-role performance are sensitive enough or inclusive enough to detect them.
In this study, trust in the PM had a greater effect on focus than did trust in the TMT. This is apparent in both the zero-order correlations and in the modeling parameter estimates in Figure   2 . This makes sense given that an employee has much greater exposure to the PM, particularly in this research site wherein five of the eight production plants were geographically dispersed around the U.S. This dispersion further reduced contact between employees and the TMT.
Perhaps in organizations where facilities are less dispersed and employees have greater exposure to the TMT, the effects of trust in the TMT may be more important to focus and subsequently to performance.
In the current study, a longer measure of trust was developed that is consistent with prior conceptual and empirical work that views trust as a willingness to be vulnerable. The current results appear promising in that this might provide a more reliable means of measuring a given party's willingness to be vulnerable to a specific other. Preliminary evidence suggests that the generic and specific types of vulnerabilities merit further attention as dimensions of trust.
A second methodological contribution of this study is the use of the videotape in remote data collections. In this study, the response rate for employees surveyed by mail was 72.5%. This is considerably higher than the rate normally expected. Discussions with PMs suggested that the videotape procedure used in this study increased the response rate. It appears that the use of this procedure may have utility for field researchers who attempt to collect data from research sites where they lack physical access. Further empirical research that directly tests the utility of this procedure on mail survey response rates is clearly warranted.
Managerial Implications
The relationship between employee trust in management and performance is to date not well understood. However, managers commonly understand the need to keep employees focused on pursuing the organization's goals. This study provides evidence that as various levels of management garner greater trust, employees' ability to focus attention on the work that the organization needs done is enhanced. Thus, the results of this study can help make clear to managers that it is in their own best interest to build the level of trust they garner from their employees. Furthermore, it makes clear that trust in multiple levels of management referents is important to employees' ability to focus attention on the work. These results can be used to make salient to managers at all levels why it is important to behave in a trustworthy fashion.
Future Research
The results of this study indicate several potentially fruitful areas for future research.
Focus of attention should be examined in other settings to further clarify its role in the relationship between trust and performance. Further work on the measurement of trust and of focus would help to improve our understanding of these constructs and their relationships with other variables. Further consideration of focus and how it mediates the role between trust and performance would also be of value. Undoubtedly there are a number of additional factors that influence employees' ability to focus attention on the work that needs to be done. A better understanding of these factors and their interrelationships with one another may be a fruitful means of improving employee productivity and organizational performance. The dimensions of the measure of trust found here provide a basis for further investigation of trust's dimensionality.
As mentioned above, future research should investigate the relationship between trust and performance by looking at both individual (i.e., in-role and OCB) and higher level (i.e., departmental and organizational) measures of performance. In the current study, it was suggested that a lack of trust in management might contribute to job myopia, or an unwillingness to engage in activities outside those which are formally defined and rewarded within the employee's job. This possibility merits direct investigation.
This study examined the relationship between employee trust in management and performance. Whitney (1994) suggested that management's trust in employees is also important to performance. This is a related topic for future research that appears to merit attention. 
